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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

a. Page 2, lines 16-17 do not appear to make sense. 

b. Page 4, line 15. It appears that "Small" should be corrected to --small--. 

c. Page 6, lines 4 t 13-14, and 17 each recite "MDF or HDF". What do these 
abbreviate? 

d. Page 7, line 5. It appears that the period in the middle of line 5 should be 
removed. 

e. Page 9, lines 18-20. Please begin the description for each figure as a 
separate paragraph. 

f. Page 10, lines 1-2 do not appear to make sense. 

g. Page 14, line 7. It appears that "the interlocked" should be corrected to -be 
interlocked--. 

h. Page 15, lines 3-5 do not appear to make sense. 

i. Page 16, lines 19-20 do not appear to make sense, 
j. Page 18, lines 12-14 do not appear to make sense. 

k. In the Abstract, please remove all numerical references and accompanying 
parentheses. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 
Claim 8 objected to because of the following informalities: 
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a. Claim 8, line 3, recites "laver". It appears that "Laver" should be corrected to -- 

layer--. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

The claims are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. The claims are replete with unclear phrases, some 
but not all are as follows: 

a. Claiml, line 9 recites "and/or". Examiner considers this indefinite because It 
does not clearly define which alternative applicant wants. 

b. Claim 1, line 11 recites "near". Examiner considers this indefinite. 

c. Claim 1 , lines 1 1-12 do not make sense. 

d. Claim 4, line 2, recites "on the order of. Examiner considers this indefinite. 

e. Claim 5, line 3, recites "near". Examiner considers this indefinite. 

f. Claim 7, line 2, recites "bevels". There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. 

g. Claim 10, line 4, recites "near". Examiner considers this indefinite. 

h. Claim 12, line 11, recites "and/or". Examiner considers this indefinite. 

i. Claim 17, line 2, recites "an imaginary extension". Examiner considers this 
indefinite. 
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j. Claim 17, line 4, recites "or at most just touches it". Examiner considers this 
language indefinite. 

k. Claim 17, lines 1 , 2, and 4 recite the limitations "each bevel", "the bevel", and 
"the bevel", respectively. There is insufficient antecedent basis for these limitations in 
the claim. 

I. Claim 22, lines 1-2 do not appear to make sense. Should "at least on a 
plurality" be --one of a plurality--? 

m. Claim 22, line 13, recites "may be". Examiner considers this to be indefinite. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

Claims 6, 9, 19-21, and claims 1, 7, 8, and 22 as best understood, are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by Moriau. Moriau is directed towards a 
floor covering made of hard floor panels. 

Regarding claim 1, as best understood, Examiner considers Moriau as clearly 
anticipating all the features of claim 1 , because the floor element discussed in Moriau 
and shown in figures 22 and 23 is identical to the invention. 

Regarding claim 6, Examiner considers Moriau as clearly anticipating all the 
features of claim 6, because the floor element discussed in Moriau and shown in figures 
22 and 23 is identical to the invention. 

Regarding claim 7, as best understood, Moriau discloses, in column 5, lines 16- 
17, rectangular floor panels. Additionally, column 11, lines 26-31, discloses coupling 
parts 4, 5, 28, and 29 being provided on all four sides of the panel. 
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Regarding claim 8, as best understood, Examiner considers Moriau as clearly 
anticipating all the features of claim 8, because the floor element discussed in Moriau 
and shown in figures 22 and 23 is identical to the invention. Moriau discloses, in 
column 5, lines 18-22, panels having a length of 1 to 2 meters and a width, but does not 
specifically disclose a panel width less than 17cm. Examiner interprets Moriau as 
disclosing panels of any width, including less than 17 cm. 

Regarding claim 9, Moriau discloses, in column 5, lines 18-22, panels having a 
length of 1 to 2 meters and a width, but does not specifically disclose a given panel 
width. Examiner interprets Moriau as disclosing panels of any width. Consequently, 
Examiner interprets Moriau as disclosing a panel having a narrow width, such that the 
panel length is at least eight times the width of the panel. 

Regarding claim 22, as best understood, Examiner considers Moriau as clearly 
anticipating all the features of claim 22, because the floor element discussed in Moriau 
and shown in figures 22 and 23 is identical to the invention. 

Regarding claim 19, Moriau discloses, in column 8, lines 59-64, laminated floor 
panels having a MDF or HDF core. 

Regarding claims 20 and 21, Moriau discloses, in column 5, lines 20-23, floor 
panels having a thickness of between 5 and 15 mm. Examiner interprets this as 
including 9 and 10 mm. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 11-16, and claim 10 as best understood, are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moriau in view of Smith. 

Regarding claim 10, as best understood, and claim 15, Moriau discloses, in 
column 5, lines 13-15, hard floor panels, such as laminated panels. Moriau also 
discloses, in figure 1 a panel having an upper surface and opposed edges. 
Additionally, Moriau discloses in figure 8 and column 8, line 65 to col. 9, line 4, a 
decorative layer 55 made of paper imprinted with a variety of patterns on the panel 
upper surface. However, Moriau does not disclose a beveled surface disposed 
between the upper surface and edge, and a decorative layer disposed on the beveled 
surface. 

Smith discloses in figure 2, a tile having a beveled surface between a side edge 
and top surface. Additionally, Smith discloses in column 3, lines 37-41, a decorative 
sheet 21 secured at the beveled edges. 

Therefore, Examiner believes it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Moriau to include a beveled 
surface between an edge and a top surface of a floor panel, and to dispose a decorative 
layer on the beveled surface. One of ordinary skill in the art would have modified 
Moriau to provide a cheaper floor panel. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Examiner interprets the decorative layer 55 of Moriau to be 

a print. 
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Regarding claim 12, Examiner interprets the decorative layer 55 of Moriau to be 
a transfer print. Even though product - by process claims are limited by and defined by 
the process, determination of patentability is based on the product itself. The 
patentability of a product does not depend on its method of production. It the product in 
the product-by-process claim is the same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, 
the claim is unpatentable even though the prior product was made by a different 
process. 

Therefore, Examiner believes it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Moriau to use a print or transfer 
print as the decorative layer. One of ordinary skill in the art would have modified Moriau 
to provide a cheaper floor panel. 

Regarding claim 13, Moriau discloses in column 8, lines 48-55, chip board with 
fine chips for the core material and mixing the chips with a binding agent. Moriau, figure 
8, discloses decorative layer 55 disposed on core 8. However, Moriau does not 
disclose providing a bevel extending into the core material. 

Smith discloses, in figure 2, providing a bevel which extends into the material of 
the core 16. 

Therefore, Examiner believes it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Moriau to include a beveled 
surface between an edge and a top surface of a floor panel which extends into the core 
material. One of ordinary skill in the art would have modified Moriau to provide a 
cheaper floor panel. 
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Regarding claim 14, Moriau discloses in column 8, line 65 - column 9 t line 4, 
decorative layer 55 made of paper imprinted with a variety of patterns. 

Regarding claim 16, Moriau does not disclose a moisture-proof, impermeable 
decorative print layer being disposed on each bevel. 

Smith discloses in column 3, lines 37-41, a decorative thermoplastic sheet 21 
disposed on the beveled surfaces. 

Therefore, Examiner believes it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Moriau to include a beveled 
surface between an edge and a top surface of a floor panel and to dispose a moisture- 
proof, impermeable decorative print layer thereon. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have modified Moriau to provide a cheaper floor panel. 

Claims 2, 3, and 5, and claims 4 and 17 as best understood, are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moriau in view of Smith. 

Regarding claims 2, 3, 5, and claims 4 and 17 as best understood, Moriau 
discloses, in column 5, lines 13-15, hard floor panels, such as laminated panels. 
Moriau also discloses, in figure 1 a panel having an upper surface and opposed edges. 
Additionally, Moriau discloses in figure 8 and column 8, line 65 to col. 9, line 4, a 
decorative layer 55 made of paper imprinted with a variety of patterns on the panel 
upper surface. Moriau also discloses a lateral contact surfaces 84 which fit up against 
one another near the top sides of the panels. However, Moriau does not disclose a 
beveled surface disposed between the upper surface and edge, the beveled surface 
being at 45 degrees relative to the top surface, and the bevel being 2mm. 
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Smith discloses in figure 2, a tile having a beveled surface between a side edge 
and the top surface and being oriented at 45 degrees to the panel surface. Because 
Smith does not specify the size of the beveled surface, Examiner interprets the size of 
the bevel as including 2mm. 

Therefore, Examiner believes it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Moriau to include a beveled 
surface between an edge and a top surface of a floor panel, oriented at 45 degress and 
being 2mm. One of ordinary skill in the art would have modified Moriau to provide a 
cheaper floor panel. 

Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moriau 
in view of Smith. 

Regarding claim 18, Moriau discloses, in column 5, lines 13-15, hard floor 
panels, such as laminated panels. Moriau also discloses, in column 8, lines 59-64, a 
laminated flooring panel having an MDF or HDF core, and a backing layer 58 disposed 
on the panel underside. However, Moriau does not disclose the backing layer being 
made from a polyethylene based material. Examiner understands polyethylene to be a 
thermoplastic material. 

Smith discloses in column 2, lines 70-71, a thermoplastic decorative sheet 21 
covering the face and sides of a panel. 

Therefore, Examiner believes it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Moriau to include a thermoplastic 
layer on the bottom of the panel. One of ordinary skill in the art would have modified 
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Moriau to provide panel having a smooth, uniform plastic covering along the bottom 
surface of the panel. 


The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Kevin McDermott, whose telephone number is 703-308- 
8266. 


Conclusion 



KM 2/08/02 


